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ABSTRACT 

The College and University Classroom Environment 
Instrument (CUCEI) was adapted and validated for the educational 
context in Spain through use at the University o£ Seville* The seven 
scales o£ the CUCEI are: (l) Personalization; (2) Involvement; (3) 
Student Cohesiveness; (4) Satisfaction; (5) Task Orientation; (6) 
Innovation; and (7) Individualization. When given to 200 university 
students in six fields of study, acceptable rates of validation were 
found for all scales except Involvement* The instrument did 
distinguish between the fields of study for six of seven scales. The 
CUCEI was established as an efficient instrument for diagnosis of 
classroom environment and for use in projected case studies. Numerous 
graphs chart the performance for each field of study* (SLD) 



*********************************************************************** 



* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made 

* from the original document* 



*********************************************************************** 



ERIC 



RESEARCH OH PSYCHOSOCIAL EHVIROBHEMT EVALUATIOH AT 
UHIVERSITT CLASSROOMS; ADAPTATIOH OP CU-CE.!. TO THE 
SPAHISH EDUCATIOBAL COBTKXT 



CARLOS HARCELO 
UNIVERSITY OF SEVILLA 
SPAIN 



OttK* €diuc4t4y)n4i R^KarCh and itnDf 

EOUCaTICNAL nCSOURCtS INFORMATION 
CENTER tefllQ 

o^jginahn^ it 
O Mtnof cri9rig«£ have ft**" inatJ* fo impfOv« 



OCR! pOifliOrt Of POItClf 



"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS BEFN GRANTED BY 



TO THE Education l resources 

INFORMATION CENTER (ER I Cr 



Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, New Orleans, April, 

1986 



2 BEST COPY AVAIL"?LE 

1 



It 



IMTROPUCTIOH 



This paper presents the results obtained for 
the adaptation and validation of the **College and 
University Classrooin Instrument to the Spanish 
educational context. 



The research on the evaluation of classroom 
environment from the stand-point of the subjects which 
participate in this environment has been developed 
considerably in recent years. The research worK hy Hoos 
(19*^9) or Fraser tl9& ) have produced a considerable 
number of instruments for measuring and evaluating the 
classroom climate at different educational levels: 
elementary education ("Classroom Environment Scale**), 
secondary ("Learning Environment Instrument") or 
university (**College and University Classroom 
Environment Instrument**). 



There are not very much studies which have 
dealt with the evaluation of university level 
environment. In Europe we can point to the worK by 
Dippelhofer-Steim (I9d6) which stiJdies the dlmen5i6ns 
of Academic freedom, Degree of interdisciplinarity, 
Communication and participation! Practice and Social 
relevance* from various levels: personal, course year, 
subject areat 3tc. 



In Spain, Villar has elaborated and validated 
the **Inventory of University Classrooa 
Environment**, to measure the environment in the 
training teachers i nstitutions. This instrument 
consists of seven scales: Cohesiven ess. Satisfaction, 
Personalization, Task orientation* Innovation, 
Evaluation^ and Classroom jnanagement. The study by 
Villar has shown the design, validation and use given 
to the lUCE in three colleges of the University of 
Se villa (Spain). The instrument has validity with 
respect to internal consistency reliability, 
discriminant validity, ability to differentiate between 
classrooms* and ability to discriminate among students. 



The "College and University Classroom 
Environment Instrument^ elaborated and validated by 
Fraser « Treagust and Denis, as we later describe, is 
one of the few instruments for evaluating the 
environment in university classrooms, although It has 
also been applied to the study of the environment in 



alternative high schools (William son » Tobin, and 
Frasepp 1966)* 



^ A^P? of the Study 



In this research we have set the following 
objectives: 

a) To describe and evaluate the psychosocial 
environment of some university and coJlege classrooms. 

b) To adapt and validate the "College and University 
Classroom Environment**, developed by Frarer and 
others to the Spanish educational context* 

c) To compare the psychosocjal environment in different 
classrooms of Colleges of the University of Sevilla* 



3*_ The Instrument: ^College an d UnlTeralty Claasroom 
Environment Instrument** 



The CUCEI js an instrument for the evaluation 
of university classroom environment, elaborated by 
Fraserp Treaijust an4 Denis (I9d6)p and applied in 
university classrooms in the United States and 
Australia (Duschep Waxjnan and HorecocKp 1986}* The 
final version of the CUCEI consists of 49 items grouped 
into seven scales: Persona liza tionp Involve mentp 
Student Cohesivenessp Satisf actionp Task Orientation, 
Innovation and Individualization. The responses to each 
ot the Items are made via a scale of fou^' alternatives: 
Strongly Agreep Agreep Disagree and Strongly Disagree 
(See Table I)* We have only utilised the real version 
of CUCEI in our study. 



mplea 



The sample of our study composed 200 students 
of the University of Sevilla (Spain)p corresponding to 
SIX classes: Faculty of Mathematics (33 students); 
State College of Teacher Educationi in the subject of 
mathematics (46 students); Private College of Teacher 
Education in the subject of history (31 students); 
Faculty of Fin* Arts (46 students); Faculty of Economic 
Sciences (33 students)p and Faculty of Pharmacy (16 
students). 
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5^ Ragttlta 

Heana ajRd; Standard d eyiationa 

In Table II we presents the mean scores and 
standard deviations in each one of the CUCEI scales in 
each of the seven classes^ as well as the totals. it 
can be seen that large differences c*o not exist between 
the total mean scores in the different scales of the 
CUCEL We can clearly see that the scale with the 
greatest frequency is Task Orientation (24.36). 
However, if we analyse each one of the classes we find 
that the class in the Public College of Teacher 
Education* in the subject of mathematics, in the scales 
of Personalization and Satisfaction obtain the highest 
scores (27.35 and 27.09 respectively)^ It is also 
relevant to note the low scores obtained in the scales 
of Innovation and Individualization in the Economics 
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validation of CUCEl 



Internal Consistency Reliability 



The calculation of the reliability 

coefficient of the cuCEI has been done using the alfa 

coefficient of Cronbach and through split-half 

reliability coefficient* in Table III we present the 

results obtained in each of the seven scales for each 

one of the two coefficients utilised* We can observe 

that the lowest coefficient is the scale Involvement 

which IS 0*269 according to Cronbach's alfa coefficient 

and 0*ia according to the formula of the split-half 

reliability* The remaining values of both coefficients 

of reliability show some very high resuUs that are 

somewhat similar to those found by Fraser and others 

(l9d6) * 
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Discriminant Validity 



In Table IV we present the matrix of 
correlations between the scales of the CUCEI as well as 
the mean correlation of each scale with the rest* for 
the calculation of discriminant validity* As can be 
seen* the scales which obtain the highest mean 
correlation are Satisfaction (*44)tand Personalization 
{Aih If we analyse the correlation between pairs of 
scales we can clearly note the high correlation 
obtained between the scales Innovation and 
individualization t*65)* We can also clearly note the 
low correlation between the scales Task Orientation and 
Individualization (-*01)* in general* we can say ttiat 
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the mean correlations oMaine^ m our study are lower 
than those obtained Fraser and thers (1966). 
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Factor Analjsis 



We have done a factor analysis of the main 
components of the scores obtained in the CUCEI, m the 
sample of 200 students. Table V shows the most 
important saturations in each one of the seven factors 
obtained. In Table V the items are grouped into scales 
of the CUCEL 



Initially, we can clearly see Factor IV^which 
has obtained some very high saturation in the total 
number of items which compose the scale of Student 
Cohesiveness, Likewise, in Factor V we find high 
saturation corresponding to the Innovation <limen3lor« 
although in this case, with son** negative items. 
Thirdly, we can demonstrate that factor I includes, 
amongst other items of high saturation, five of the 
seven which compose the scale of Individualisatlon. 
Lastly, Factor III is composed of six items with high 
saturation within the dimension of Personalisation* In 
the remaining factors found, there are few items with 
high saturation in each one of the scales of the CUCEL 
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Abilitr to pif fttrgnqjatg bgtwggii ClaMMrooout 



We have also contrasted the capacity to 
dif f erenciate between students' perceptions in the 
different cusses. A one-way ANOVA was carried out 
utilising the classes as the main oJ:^Jectlve and the 
individuals as the unity of analysis. in Table VI we 
present the results obtained. As can be seen, there are 
significant differences between six of the university 
classrooms in six of the seven scales of CUCEI. This 
scale xs Implication* in which F is 1^39» with a 
probability greater than 0.001. Lastly^ we have 
calculated the value Eta 2 which is the ratio between 
total sums of squares. Table VI shows that the 
proportion of variance accounted for by class 
membership ranged from 0*034 for the scale Involvement 
to 0.433 for Innovation. 
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6. ConelnmionM 



In this research project we have adapted, and 
validated the CUCEI for university level classes in 
Spain. We have found in general acceptables rates of 
validation except in the scale of Involvement, where 
Cronbach's alfa value has been very low. On the othe*^ 
hanci we founded relationships between the logical and 
statistical structure of the CUCEL 



The CUCEI has been used in this research only 
in SIX classes of the University of Se villa. We think 
that It AS necessary to widen the study to include a 
wider and more significant sample of the population, in 
the same way we decided to estai>lisli the relationships 
which are produced between each one of the scales and 
the academic performance of the students. 



The CUCEI has been established as an 
efficient instrument for the diagnosis of university 
classroom environments. We plan to carry out case 
studies where the test-ref lection-retest model is 
applied. In this way, the awareness of the results of 
the perceptions of university environment may 
constitute an element of reflection and self-analysis 
on the part of the teacher. 
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